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IN THE ConTRA ADAINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PBII-CL,J.LAL BENCH, We DELHI. ‘

—

Regn.No .0A 1415/1991 S Date of decision:l1%,08.,19¢2,
Shri C.P. 'Bahl oo.Applicant
VS
Delhi Administration & Others '+ oRe spondents
For the Applicant - sesdhrl K,NJR, Pillay,
. Counsel

weeShri MG, Garg,
Counsel

CORAM;
THE HON'BLE MR, P.K. KARTHA, VICE CHALRMAN(I) . -
THE HON'BLE MR. B.N, DHOUNDIYAL, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

1, Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to
see the Judgment? (jL4

!
2 To be referred to the Reporters, or not? Lo

!

J UDGME NT (OBAL)

(of the Bench delivered by Hon'ble Shri P.K.
Kartha, V1ca Chalrman(J))

e have heard the learnea counsel of botﬁ parties,
The grievance of the applicant is that the respondents did
not release his'pensiqn gratley and other Tetlxewent
benefits de5pite the fact that he had complied with gll the
Nnecessary formalities and had produced the 'No Demand
Certificate! from Deputy Medical Superintendent., The

i

learned counsel for the respondents submits that there was

vigilance enquiry against the applicant in respect of serious
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alleged irregularities.

’

2, In our opinion, even in a case shere there is
a vigilance enquiry or investigation against a retiring
Government servant, there is no justification‘to hold
up payment bf pension, gratuity and other refirement

penefits. The only circumstance in which gratuity could

pe withheld is under Rule 69 of the CGS(FPension) Rules,

1972, namely, the pendency of a disciplinary proceeding
or a criminal case pending against the applicant at the

time of retirement, Admittedly, there were no such

’proceedings égainst the applicant in the instant case,

3 The learned counsel for the applicant has prdduced

before us a chart, according to which, a sum of m.51;359/-

towards grétuity was due on 1,3,1990 but it was released

to him only‘on 264841991 after a dela& of one year and

26 days. . A Sum of %;21,690/-‘was released to him on 6.4,1992
after a de}ay of?one year énd,8,months Euﬁ was due on 1.8,90,

Similarly, there had beén delay of some months in releasing

. the provisional pension to him which was due every month

from 1,8.1990. We are of the opinion thet the applicant
S X of gratuity. and provisional pension 4
should be paid interest “on such delayed payument /after

deducting from the provisional pension the commuted value

of pension fy each month, Interest should also be paid
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on the commuted value of pension amounting to %.1,59,787/—
for the delay in reieasing the same to the applicert
from L.8.1990 to 3.12,1992, Similarly, imterest is to. be
péid for the deleyed payment on leave encasnment amourting
to 15.78,848/- due to him 0n 1,8.,1990 but was paid on
27.12.19%.
4, In the facts and circumstances we’allow the
application and direct the respondents to calcuiate the
interest a% the rate of 12% per annum on‘'the aforesaid
amounts and release the éqmeAto him by crossed cheque as
expeditiously as possibleband preferably within & period
of 3 months from the date of receipt of this orcer,

There will be no order as to costs,
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NEMBER (A) VICE CHAIRMAN(JI)
19,08,1992 19.08,1992




