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1. W hether Reporters of local ‘papers may be
allowed to see the Judgment?

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not?

JUDGMENT

(Delivered by Hon'ble MreSeP. Mukerji Vice Chairman)

TIn this application filed on 25.3.92 underSection 19 of

the Administrative Tribunals Act, the applicant who has been working

as a Sub Inspector of Dalhi Police has prayed that market rate of

inferest on the amount of Rs, 1,13,353 which had been withheld for a

period of one year and four months should be paid to him.

2, The brief facts of the case as revealad from the applicat-

)

ion are a3 followse The\applicant was placed under suspension by

the order dated 15,11.84 and was kept under suspension for a period

of one yesar and nine months without any departmental enquirys On 2,6,89

a reqgular departmsntal enquiry was ordered. He retired from Police

Service on 31.7.90 when he was sanctioned ﬁ@ a provisional pension

ha
According to the applicant he?moved the
S

Y

but his gratuity was withhelde
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Tribunal in 0.A.1607/90 and the department was directed to pay
_ ! -

the'ﬁull"pension and gratuity to the applicant and this order

was implemented on 1,111,911, The gpplicant is claiming market

rete of interest for delayed payment of the prov;sional pension

and gratuity which was released on 1,11,91 instead of 31,7.90,

from the suspension order it appears that the applicant was

placed under suspension in connection with the riots oF the

year 1984 when a large number of persons were killede 1t cannot,

therefore, be presumed that the order of suspension was fully

unwarranted, Ffurther the applicant while moving the Trxbunal

in D,A8,1607/90 should have claim:d the interest also on delayed

payment and to that extdnt his claim in this application is
combractiire

barred by the principle 0f*§§? judlcafa. The order at Annexure-8

dated 2,6,89 was quaéhed by ths Additional C.P. on 25,9.91

and the payment of dues uwas made 0n£31.91, 1t cannot be said

that there has been any delay in the payment of dues after the

enquiry was closede

3 In the above circumstances, I find no force
in the application and dismiss the same under Szction 19(3) of

the Administrative Tribunals Act, There will be no order as to
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