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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH

‘Oc A MO, 481 of 1991

New Delhi this the l'?th day of May, 1995

Mr, 4asVe Haridasan, Vice=Chairman(J)
Mr. K Muthukumar, Member (A)

Shri Hari Prakash Saxena
R/0 1/39 sadar Bazar, ' .
Delhi Cantt~10. | - oo Applicant

Versus

1L The Hon'ble Lt CGovernor Delhi
through the Chief Secretary,
Delhi Administration)!
5, Shyam Nath Marg, ' \
Delhi, ) - )

2o The Director of Education,
‘Delhi’ Administration 'Déihi,
Old-secretariat, A
» ; Delhi.

3¢ ~  The Deputy Director of Education
District West Karampura, o -
Moti Nagar, .
New Delhi. '
. { . -
4. The Principal,
Govermment Boys S, SeC. School o, 1,
Delhi Cantt=10, e e o ReSpondents

By Advocate Shri O. N, Trishal

ORBER (ORAL)

N

ML, As Vo Haridasan, ViceeChairman(J)

The applicanty! who retired from service on 30, 06,89

has prayed in this appl:!.cation for the following reliefs:-

A. (i)\ Encashment value of 15 days 'E.L' for working during
summer holidays, sanctioned already vide O.O. Mo, 40,

© ' (ii) Amount of enhanced HRA, 1l.e., the difference between
HRA paid and péyable\for the éeriod 1. 4,86 to 30, 09,86

(iii) Interest on the above delayed payments at the present

market (Bank) rates. |

B. Interest at 18% on Rs.19,251/- representiﬂng part

payment of gratuity which was paid on 26.03,90 (9

fnontlls),'
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Co \Interest on encashment of 221 days leave salary
of'Rs.*28, 270/~ for a period of 3 months and
~ 20 dayss’ ‘
Do Pay and allowances at the rates last drawn together
with interest for a reriod of 7 months and 16 days,
i.e., from 1,/7.89 to 16,2,90 during which the
applicant was made to work after his retirement,
IThe respondents resist this application. Wnen
the appl,.’!.cat:!.on came up for hearing today),! the counsel for
the applicant req&es'ted that in regard to claim under Item
No.D of paragraph 8, the applicant may be allowed to withdraw,
this"‘ap’gl:ﬂlcati_.on with liberty to pursue the matter with the
departments’ Thus the request is not opposed by the learned
counsel for the respondents,’ Therefore, in regard to the
prayer méde in D in paragraph 8 of the application is closed
as withdrawn with liberty to the applicant to pursud the
matter departmentally., Therefore, we are concer;ned with the
claj.m Of the applicant for encashment of 15 days E L.,
difference in the HRA paid, the interest on the delayed
payments of the above as also the claim for interest on
RS» 19,251/~ towards gratuity which pas paid on 26.03.90, as
also the interest on 221 days leave salary paid on 28,10,6%.
‘Regarding F,L.} no claim for 15 days has been determined by the |

resoondgnts.‘ However,” 10 days E,L. and the encashment value

- thereof has been paid to the applicant on . ’: 24,08, 94

i subgistence
Therefiore, on this count, theécl of the applicant is only

for the interest. The'difference in HRA has also been paid
on 31,'12,'90 while the differencemin HRA in the case of all
Other employees were paid on 116,90, An- amount of
Rse'19,251/= as gratuity was paid to the épplicant only on
26, 03,90 and payment of Rs,'28,270/= ,1.e.. the encashment
value of E,L, was pa_'Ld to the applicant on 21,10,1989, The

learned counsel for the applicant argued that as the respondets

Vier'e well aware of the fact that the applicant would be
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retidng frem. ser-;n‘.ce on 30. 06,89, they should have
processedéregords and made payment of gratuity and
the other ent.ltlements unmedlately on his retirement
an.d, therefore, the applicant is entitled tO interest
at the market rate of 18% per annum from the date

of his retirement.

The learned counsel for the respondents on
the other hend contends that the payment happened to be
delayed for the reason that the appl;x.cant has delayed
in handing over charge of lerary for the period 7
months and 16 dayse

Having heard the learned counsel for the
parties, we are of the cons.w_aered view that there was

no _]ustlflCdthn in delaying the payments to the

' applicant beyond a perlod of 3 months from the date

of hls retlrement. Tf the applicant had not handed
‘oder the charge, the department should have taken
stepe to get it handed over in due time. The office
order i:ermn'rtti.r‘xg his retirement clearly states that
he would stand relieved on 30,06.89. Therefore,
inordinate delgy in making payments of his terminal
benefits cannot be said to .be justified,

Coming to the individual items, the
encasﬁment \}alue of E.L. for 10 days was paid to the
aopllcant on 24408,94, On this count we are of the
‘view that the dppllCdnt ohould get interest from 1° 10,8¢
till the date of payment, The difference in HRA amoun-
ting tO0 Rse!2638/- was paid to the applicant only on

31, 126 93 whereas the difference in HRA was due to be

| paid on 11.6,90 as the same was paid to all other

‘employees on that date. S0 the applicant is entitled

I'd

to get interest 'or; ghis amount from 11,6.,90 to 31.1293

when it was paid, An amount of Rs, 19,. 251/- was paid



-4-

to the applicant on 56¢03°90¢ The applicant is entitled

to get interest on this amount from 1.10,89 till the date
of payments’ The applicant has claimed interest on the
encashment value of 221 days of leave salary amount to
Rse'28,1270/~ as thé same was paid to him on 21,10.89 .

As the respondents have taken only few days after 3 months,
we afe of the view that the applicant is not entitled to

any interest on this amount, The appliéant.has prayed for

.the interest on market rate of 18% We are of the considered

view that it will meet the ends Of justice if the arpiizant
respondents are directed to pay interest to the applicant
at the rate of 12% per annum.

In'the result, the application is disposed of
with the direction to the respondents to pay . interest at
the rate of 12% per annum on the delayed payments for the
period mentioned in the Fforgoing paragraphg, They should
carry out the directions within a period of}3'm0nths £rom

the date of communication of this order, - NO COsts,

(Ko MUTHUKUMAR) ' (a V. HARIDA&K

MEMBER (A) : VICE CHAIRMAN(J)




