'New Oglhi has prayed for refund of recovsries made;-conSEquant to«

IN THE CENTRAL AOMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL L <7;?'
) PRINCIPAL HENCH NEW DELHI '

. Dahe No1812/00

Now Delhi,dated the 15t Sep.,1994 -
Hom'ble Shri SeRe Adiga, Membar {A)

Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Sueminethan, Member(Jdudicial)

'Shl‘i B.N..PraSad,
8/o shri T,Chaudhri,

. Sg DQQ.W. (phﬁne’ﬁ)
598 '2' Timarpur, Dalhi=7

eve fpplicent

{By Advocate Shri A.Kalio,proxy
.counsel for ShiR,Le Sethi }

V/s -

1% Union of India threugh the Secy,

 Mipistry of Communications, :
Dspartment of Telecommunications,
Dar Tar Bhawan, Sansad Marg, N/Oslhi-1
2, The Dirsctir General,
Oepartment of Communications,

{Tele com,Boaxd ) ‘
Covteof India, New Dslhi.

. fespondents

{None for the respondents )

JUDGNENT‘DHAL)

(Hon'ble Shei S.R, Adige, Membor (A))
$

"In this spplication, Shri B.N.Prasad, 5.0.0.(Phones}

. Bepartment of Telecommunicaticns{Telecom,Board)Govtvof India,

A

peﬁalty order which was apbéaqﬁently sat aside, and for penal |

the , .
interest thereon, .on/amounts due from 11,8.89 isc. the date f rom

which penalty order was set asidé% '

_2% Shri #Ashish Kalia appeared for the applicent and -

stated that the respondents have made complete refund of all

the recoveries made, end the only poimt left now For adjudication

is fha question of penal interest for the delayed refundt




f
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3? None appearad far the mespondents, but from Ltheir repl%
it appeazsthat after the penelty was set aside on appeal, the
applicents controlling officer was directed to take further

action in ths light of the Appellate order, but before the

same colld he implemente€7tha applicent was transferred to the

jurisdictiom of apother centrolling of ficer and his records

ueTe also to be tramsferrsd, and by the time the neow contrelling

of ficer s@~ught to implement the appellate order, the applicant was

again transferred back to the jurisdiction of the First contfolling

officer, The Respondents, aver that this was the cause of delay

in refunding the recoveries made,

4; be are not satisfied that these are sufficient grounds

to explain the delay satisfactorily. Merely becasuss ths

applicent was transfsrrad from the jurisdiction af ane
contralling of ficer to another, is not adequate justification for

delaying the refund of the recoveriss, We undersiand from Shri

Kalia thet the total rzcovery made from %he applicant was

Rs 1440( 60 PoMe X 24 monthe) + 1075/~ ie¢ approximately "
Rs 2500/ and the delay was of 2 years, Accordingly, we direct the

respondents to pey intersst for the delzy in making refund to the

‘applicant at the rate of 10% Pels 1,24 05 500/= in all.

5%‘ ‘ Respondents should pay this'sum to the applicent within a
period of three months from the date of receipt of a capy of this
order, faliling which they will have to pay interest @ 1B Pla,

on fs 500/-fedm that date till the date of actual payments No costs,
) . 2 /V ' j'-—
(Lakshmi Swamﬁna%ﬁﬁﬁj// (SeRe Nbige )

Member{Judicial) Member { Adninistrative)
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