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New Delhi, this the 24th day of July, 1995.

HON'BLE MR B.K.SINGH, MEMB

R(A)

Smt.Usha Sharma
Delhi, e« oo Applicemt.,

( through Mr R.P.Sharma, Advocate )

vs
Government of National Capital Territary
of Delhi, through the Chief s¢¢retary .
2, 5, Alipur Road, Delhi, g S o
A Directer of Education-x akhi Stato,,gédhgtﬁﬁt;~?
Director of Vigilance, Delhi, “
Delhi State, 0ld Secretariat,
Delhi.

( through Mr Anoop Bagai, Advocate e

order(oral)
(delivened by Hon'ble Mr B,K.Singh, Hamber(ﬁ)

Heard the learned counsel for the rival
parties,

The applicant retired in October, 1991 and
the respondents have not cleared fﬁé retiral,ﬁdnafﬁﬁs, -
due to the.applicant on two spécious graunds*7£1r3ﬁ -
being that her Service Book has bnan misplaceé,&dia@@
the responsibility to reconstruct the Service Boak
or to trace out the original servics Book is ;
that of the respondent, secondly that there was a
vigilance case pending against her. The two arders 5
, placed hefore the Court go to show vigilance'eiear&ase:f

one of the Directorate of Vigilance, Delhi -
Administration dated 19th July, 1995 an& aaath&r
from internal vigilance of the Directorate of S
Education dated 20th July, 1995. These clearly g g

| show that there was no vigilaﬁee caaa pff[’“*”'

- against the ‘;applieant. It seems ‘blmt thgii*a; has



been inordinate delay in seeking clearance from the
internal'vigilance of Delhi Administration and also
from the internal vigilance of the Directorate of

Education,

These two clearances filed by the respondents
clearly go to show that there was no case'pending
against her either with the Directorate of Vigilanea;
Delhi Administration or with the Directorate of
Education, Thus, there was no cogent reasoh for
withhoiding the retiral benefits of the applicant.
There has been culpable delay on the part of the
respondents in sorting out the retiral benefits

due to the applicant., After giving the grace period

of six months from the déte of submissien‘of relevant

papers by the applicant. the respondents}are liable
to pay interesi to her at the compounded rate of
18% interest peé annum as laid down by the Hon'ble |
Supreme Court in_State of Kerala vs. K.Padam S§&&ngf};,
1988(1)SCC 492 and R.K.Kapoor vs.‘DirectdrPrr g7; =
and Publication, JT 1994(6) SC 354. In these two
dudgments, the Hon'ble Supreme Court had cansi&ered -
callousness, insensitivity and culpable negligence
on the part of the administration and gra#ted 1@%
interest. Admittedly, there is a culpable negligence,
callousness and insensitivity in dealing with the |
case of the applicant and hence the interest @ 18&;
All the retiral benefits due to the applicant ,
should be cleared within a period of f%%f;éeks’aftar
the receipt of the certified copy of this order
alongwith interest at the‘coﬁpeunded‘rate’af‘iﬁtare

6 18% per annum on the amounts, which hava not

paid to her, The applic&at is also entitled to
| ret$ra1 benefits, including gratuity, pensi




for the entire period o:t service rendered by hex‘, -
including the period extended by the Hoa'ble rriﬁij
on the basis of which. the last pay drawn by her as

C/; 7 ){ b e
a eonsequential relief be o seownded for ea&emtian :

of fresh pensionary benefits and Qamatation also
(S a9

revised accordingly 05 the salary drawn by her aﬁd
Annexure A-” would stand quashed gnd set aside. On

the differential amount of pension, she would be
entitled to 12% interest after allowmg a grace |
period of six ménthsﬁ}ilil also be allowed
rembursement af official calls and rental bill
till she was ‘retired by the respmémta and

not beyond that period, She had in fact centimmi

beyond that period under the orders of this Trimi'

The above orders would be implemented ,
within a period of three mon}ths' from the é.afje of
regeipt ,oi‘ a certiﬁed copy of this oz’:?é'er.

With these directions, the O.A. is dispased
of leaving the parties to bear their own ces'ks. B

24th July, 1995.
uspse






