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RESERVED 
CE T l AD INISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

ALLAHABAD BENCH 
ALLAHABAD. 

ORIGI JAL APPUCATION NO. 1030 OF 2005 O 
ALLAHABAD THIS THE .L;...--&\ DAY oi= ~-f.Ji."'1.-\ 2008. 

Hon'ble Mr. Ju:i;;tjc Khrm Kart1n, Vice Chainnan 
J .N r. a., oQtd about 6J 1 ea. s, S/o late G.P Tivvail, R\:td. Stat\on 
Supdt f:ta h Rio C o S 1 C B D1x1t1 786, Atka pun Etawah. 

... ... Applicant 

(By Advocate: Shrl Sudama Ram) 

Versus. 

1 Un on of India t rough General t1anager, North Central 
Ra.1\:Vay, Headquarters Office, Baroda House, New Delhi. 

2. Div i:; onal R.,.,I vvay Manager, North Central Railway, D R.f'-1 
Office, Allahabad. 

3. Sr D1vis1onal Railway Manager, North Cent al Railway: 
D.R. rJl Office, Allahabad. 

4. Sr. Divisional Finance Manager, N.C. Railway, D.R.M's 
Office, Allah a bad. 

.. ........... Respondents 

(By advocate: Shri Anil Kumar) 

0 DER 
A~plicant, J.N T wart. who superannuated on 31.10.2002 from 

the ~rv.r:e of Ra ways, hns prayed for (a) quashing the order 

datPd 27 .2 2004, 3. 11.6 2004 and recovery sheet dated 7 .6.2005 

to t e ex~F;nt t ~ samP provide for recovery of damage/penal rent 

(b) d recting the respoodPnt~ to refund an amount of Rs 27,077/­

wh ch the rP';pondents have deducted from the amount payable 

und rt 1e head of retirem~nt gratuity (c} d1rect1ng the respondent~ 

to ~ c0n1pound interi::st G of 12°;., with compensation on thP 

de . @d p~yment of leave encashment and other retiral benefits. 

2. T er 1s no dispute that prior to his retirement on 

31 10 ;>OO / appll ant ~ as occupying Ra1lv~ay Quarter NO. 16 at 

Eta t , wh h he wa- suppo~ed to vacat~ after expiry of certain 
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t e R PS He was, however permitted to continue 

3 6 2 3 on payment of cert n I cence fees. As he 

wa f 1n ... d sc p nary p oceedings, so he reprPsentPd to the 

Au ~er t e f r extend ng t e period of retention of said quarter 

be, ,d 30 6 2 03 Thi r@quest was turned down, somewhere In 

thP I st \ ek of Jul He vacated the accommodation on 2 .8.2003 . • 

It app ar~ t e r spondents have recovered an amount of 

Rs 27,077 - a per t e recovery sheet dated 7 6.2005 from the 

gra u ty p . a le t t P applicant and this amount included 

dar age/pen I ren a The contention of the applicant is that 

no d mage/p nal rent could be recovered from the gratuity ,without 

ha ing recourse to the provisions of Public Premises (Eviction of 

Unauthorized Occupant) Act 1971, as damage/penal rent for 

unauthorizfld occupation of Quarter in the month of July 2003 does 

not fall within the def1r.it1on of "dues" or "admitted dues" or 

"obvlot s dues". Leave encashment amount was withheld on 

account of disciplinary proceedings and the same could be release.d 

as late as on 18 .10 2003 co he i~ claimino interest on the delaved . ~ ' 

payment of thic; amount He says in view of law laid down by the 

Apex Court in O P Gupta Vs Union of India and others, 1987 S.C C 

{L&S) page 400 and Gorakhpur University Vs. Dr. Sh1tla Prasad 

r~a _ endru 2001 sec (L&S) 1032 and al5o in view of Smt. Radhika 

Devi Vs Union of India 2002 All. CJ 693 and Satish Chandra Goel 

Vs. Chi~f Development Officer, 2002 Alf. C.J. 715- DB, the applicant 

Is entitled to lntere~t on delaved oavment of leave encashment and 
• • • 

other pPnslonary benefits. 

3. The respondents have filed reply, saying that the O.A. is time 

barred and not ma nta1nable and recovery cf damage/penal rent for 

una thorized occupation of the Rallway Quarter for the month of 

July f om the gratuity payable to the applirant, W:is perfectly right 

s pt:=>r Ru es 15 and 1 o of the Railway Service (Pt'lnslon) Rules 1993 

and also In v ew of la\\' lald down in Ram Poo1an Vs. Union of India 
• 

1996 (1 AT J 540, zlr Chand Vs. U 0 I. 2001 (6) SCC 596, 
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v hr Kumar Deb 1999 sec (L&S)- 781 and 

kh 0 ATJ 002 3) page 202. According to 

c t Is tit to any In erest on delayed payment 

C' hn nt r other ret ral eneftts as the same were 

Ru 

In 

'1 ha also be 

f r nc::e to Ra lway Board'.- instructions dated 

made where it is provided that dispute, if 

n} gar ng the r covery of damage rent from the Ex-Railway 

c;~r ntc; ha I e ~ubjt> t to adjudication oy the concerned Estate 

Officer ppo ted n er the Act of 1971. Few other decisionJ have 

als b Pn s ted \; th a v ew to say that \vhatever has been said by 

the Hon'bl c:;uoren1e Court 1n the context of Rule 323 of Pension 
I 

Rul cf 1 qso wil hold ttte field even after coming into force of 

Rall\ivay Servfce {Pension) Rules 1993 as here also Rule 15 (2) says 

hat Gov~rnment dues as "ascertained" and 'asse sed" can onlv be • 

recovered from retlre>ment cum death gratuity and such recoveries 

hall be regulated n accordance with provision of Sub Rule 4. 

5. I have heard Shri Sudama Ram, learned counse.f for the 

appl ca t and Shrl An I Kum- r, learned counsel for the respondents 

and have perused the entire material on record. 

6. Shri Sudama Rarn has argued that in absence of any order 

about c nc at1on of a lotment or in absP-nc::> of order declarina the 
"' 

occ pat n In month of July, "'003, as unauthorized, applicant could 

not h ve bePn tre-ted ac; unauthorized occupant of the quarter In 

aue ton. In v ew f F I Bench decision of this Tribunal In Ram • 

Poojan'c; c se (c;upra). no specific orders for canceling the allotment 

"'1P"~~~~~:;;.f; on expiry of period of retention of quarters is 

ne and fur her retention of accommodation bv Railwav 
I I 

e t d be unauthori?ed and penal/damage rent can be 

ev d c:hri c:; Ram h s lso cited Shanorlla Food Products Ltd. And -
no r Ve;. L Ive Inc;ur nee Corporation of India and another ( 1996) 



I 

4 

c; c:: C' urt Ca ~-- 54 so as to say that llabt 1ty to pay 

a o y hen occupant I<; adJUdged unauthorized. I 

e c ct • t Shn S Ram 1s not directly on the point 

s t occ p ton Ra way Quarter by a servant beyond 

the I o become unauthorized \ 1thout any 

de o t tha e t So the Full Bench ref.-:arr~d to above has 

to h nn n th~ basis of that la"'· It can be said that 

cc on the ppl c~nt n the month f July 2003 ,being beyond 

the e m c; he mt, became unauthorized and for that no 

de ar on or adj d c to was needed It s never the contention 

of t e applicant. t at he I ad rrght to retain that quarter even after 

30.6 2003. 

7. Now the qu st on is whether damage/panel rent could be 

recovered from th DC R.G amount. R-lylng on Union of India Vs. 

Parvat Kun1 r Das, 2001 (1) ATJ 294 decided by a Division Bench of 

Calcutta High Cou t, c r-harma Vs. Union of India and others, 

Adm 1~trat e Trtbun s F I Bench Judgments 2002 (3) page 212 

Born y H. _ h Court, Cha ra Prakash Ja n Vs. Principal/DIG, Police 

Tra Ing Col e _ e-II, Moradabad and another-2005 Supreme Court 

Cases (L&C:) 117, Smt. Marjaddl Vs. Central Administrative 

..... r b nal, Allah bad nd others, 2005 {1) Administrative Total 

lud_m=-nts page 51 ~. Allahabad High Court and Union of India and 

Ors. Vs. \1adan Mohan Prasad-2003 (1) Administrative Total 

lud_ e ts Suprem~ Court page 246, Shrl S. Ram has argued that 

dam gc penal rent for unauthorized occupation of a Railway or 

Government Quarter cannot be recovered from the amount payable 

undE-r the H o:t.ad of Gratultv. , 

8. On the other hand Shr1 Anil Kumar has contended that under • 

RLJles 15 and 16 of Railway Service {Pension) Rules 1993 and in 

vie of law laid down by the Apex Court in Wa21r Chand Vs. U.O.I. 

20 1 (6) SCC 596, Un on of India Vs. Shishir Kumar Deb 1999 SCC 

(L&S) 781 a~d Union of I d1a and Ors. Vs Shiv Charan1 1992 SCC 
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(L 140 c; r err d to and relied on by Calcutta Bench in its 

or dated 9 8 2002 passed in O .A. No. 786 /01 Dllip Kumar 

Sa vs u O I ATJ ?002 (3) page 202 such a damage rent can 

be recovered from the gratuity. He says that the case of Madan 

Mohan Prasad (supra) v11as not in the context of Rules 15 and 16 of 

Rules of 1991 but was 1n the context of Rule 323 of the old Rules of 

1950 

f d 

9. 

ccor 1ng to h m, the present Rules of 1993 permit recovery 

age rent from the gratuity. 

I have considered the resoectlve submissions in the llaht of 
' -

law and the Rule~, so cited. There appears to be no unanimity In 

the judicial pronouncements, on the point, whether damage rent 

can be recovered from th'!) gratuity, payable on retirement of 

servant of the Rallwavs. I mav so In the verv outset that Full B~'lch • • • 

dee slon of the Tr b nal n Ram Poojan (supra) and Dillp Kumar 

Sarkhel (supra) case Is not on the point under discussion. There the 

point Involved was acs to whether the Railway had to have recourse 

to the provisions of Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorized 

Occupants) Act 1971, for recovering the damage rent or could 

recover the same w thout going under the said Act. Another 

question Involved \.-Vas, whether a servant of the Railway would 

become una~horlzed occupant only when he was so declared . l:Jy 

_ . The full Bench took the view that no express 

orders for canceling the allotment or for declaring the occupant 

Jnauthorlz-d were unnecessary, In cases where ac("'ommodation 

Nas belna retained aoalnst the Rules after transfer or retirement - -
etc and any such ret~ntior. beyond the permissible limit would 

become unauthorized and there will be an automatic cancellation 

and enal and dama e rent could be levied. There the Learned . -
IVlernbers wi::>re not directly confronted with the question as to 

wh ther the damage rent could be recovored from D.C RG. In Wazir 

Che nd's case (supra). the Apex Court uph~ld the recovery of 

da age rent from D.C.R.G and likewise in Sishir Kumar's case 

(su~ra), the Apex Court observed that Railway was free to recover 
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ts d s f m an amount payable to the employee. In Shiv 

Ch rans case (supra) also the Apex Court said that damage rent 

for thP period of ov@rstay by the employee after retirement, could 

be d ducted f om t e payment t o be made t o the employee on his 

ret 'rement But i subs quent decision in Madan f\1ohan Prasad's 

ca e (s pr ). Shiv Charan s case (supra) and Waztr Chand (supra) 

wer d st ngu hed and it wac; ruled that in none o& thos~ case1; Rule 

323 f the Ra lwa Pens on Rules 1950 was under cons dQrat1on. It 
• 

said hat damage r nt neither falls under the expression "admitted 

due-;" nor under th e presslon "obviou~ dues", so did not fall under 

Rul _ 323 of Rul s of 1950 and could not be recov.::red from 

D.C R G. Apex Court we t on to add normally house rent Inclusive 

of Water charaes cou d however be deducted from O.C.R.G. -
Bombay High Court has also held in S C. Sharma's case (supra) 

that damage, penal rent cannot be recovered from the gratuity and 

such r cover ec; are not permissible under Rule 323 of the Peiis1on 

Rules of 19'i0 \\/hat r Pie ant is that it has also expressed its view 

n para 21 as rega d5 the permissibility of recovery of said damage 

rent f m _rat lty un Pr R le 15 of the Rules of 1993. Before we 

refer to what the Hon'ble High Court has said in the context of Rule 

15 of Rules of 19q3_ 1 would like to refer to Rule 15, It reads as 

under:-

"l 'l Recnver_)' l i dj11\11ne11t of Gover11me11t or RailliVT.r dues froni 

1-,ensit1flai") b1:.1-refe~ :-

(ii) 

... ' ,, 

l \' 1all he the di1ry· of tlte Head <~f (l/Jice ro ascenai11 

a11tl ass~~ Go,•enment or Raih••aJ clues pa_t·able b.r a 
ra1b•'ll)· ~en·a11t <luefor retirement. 
Tl e J?ails.t'(lr or Got•er1utU!11t d11el as ascertained a11d 

• 

ll'f'f 'fsed. l•'1ucll remai11 01tts1a11<ling till tlze date of 
relire111e11t or ttearh of the raih1rtl.J' ser1•anr. llrall be 

lt I llgilill\t tlte llmnunt of the retireme1tt 
gr iii) ,, denth o.f grat11i1) or ter1;1inal graniil)' 01ul 

, et ·ove;:1 of tl1e d ll'S againft the rniri11g raiht'llj' 
sen ant :-,hall be regul.fltetl in accorclance urith tlte 
p 1 i I\ if-.11b-rufe {-1). • 
Fi r tie JJliF/>03t::t of tl1is ru/,_;, il1e e.\pres~wn 

1? /11v111 or r;o,1ern111e11t ll11PV •• iJ c/11def -. 
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f' '01n111 t ra h1~ o, goven11t1111u 
110</c t n 111 l11di11r: arrears of licer1ce fee. 

J 11 r 1Ju111 1110 e 11 rtail1ing to rt1il»Vl) or 
,,,,, <• 111111ndat1n11. 11n11U!lj'. halauce of 

h(lu h11iluin or cons·~ ance or a19• other 
iC . fl''"PllJmPnt flf pDJ' anti all0Mr111c~~. 

It ~alar~r or other dues .~uc/1 as PQSt Off ice or 
l 1j /11~11ra11ce T'Temin. /o,~et (i11c/11du1g ~hnrt 
< ull £ltofl i11 freigltt ~ltargej, ~ltortnge in stores) 

1~ tn tire Gtn•er1rment or thl! RnilMYIJ• as a 
re;,11/J of n glige11ce or frtuul 011 tlze pan of the 
r /Ji o· eTl ll1lt 1~t/1il~ he liV/f Ul '\l!n•ice. 

") (i 4 cla n a11ainrt tl1t railut1J en•ant m~· be 
o ' 111r of nil nr n '· · o_f the.folloMiI1g:-

) I It Jinr,: slrort coll 'tion in freigltl charg~. 
~ i or, s, ca11 ed to ti e (;ovl!.Tnn1e111 or the 
~· a~ a result of 11eglige11ce or frauJ on t/1e pan of 

t , -n n111 u bile Ile''' s- in sen•kt'.; 
(b) { tl II nei11 tlue SllCll as Ol erpa)'Jtielll 01l QCClJlllll 

of J . 11 If. l ouw11ce~ or othPr llllP• ~uc/1 a't hnlLfe rent. 
Pust 0 'fi.ce or /Jife /1ts11runce Premia. or outsta1uli11g 

(l) 11 11-Gol erntnent llllej. 

(i~ Tl cnlc?J' of ln'\se; rpecifie<I i11 rub-t:Jaufe (a) of claure 
(ii of thif sub-rule shall be wuule sitbject to tile 
c 11d1 ns lai,/ doh'll in Rule 8 bei.11g ~atiifie_d from 
re 11rrin 11e11sio1is 0111/ also conuniJted •·al11$ tltereof. 
u#1;ch are gn1·erned b_r the Pensio11r .4ct. 1871 (23 of 
18 71 ) . . 4 reco''et:i• 011 <1cco111u uf item (a) o_f s11b-para (i) 
H ·l h c 111101 he nwde 111 temi.~ of Rule 8. and U11)' 

rerol era 011 account of sul>-clause items (h) a11d (c) of 
cla11·"! (i) tl1at ca1111ot be 111a£k fro111 these even u>itl1 tl1e 
consent of the raib1Y1)' :;en a11tr. the same sltall be 
rec n ere1l frn1n retirl!11wnt, dP.at/1, t1?Tmi11al or srn•ice 
gr, u·J u#1ich are 1wt subject ti'> the Pension~ .4ct, 18il 
( .,, •if /87/) It i~ per,mi."JtiJ>/e ta 111aAe recovel)' of 
Go,•ert1111en1 rlues fro111 t/1e rt!tire1ue111 Jeat/1. ten1ti.nal or 
~ n ;, e ..,, r, 11 ity t'l'Pll u•it/wut ohtai11iJ1g his conte11t. or 
n I o 11 obt i11i11g tile a111se111 of the membeJ-s of hu 

J.(; •• i 1 tl cafe of a dt?Cell""'d rnih Pr~1i serl'allt. 

(iii) .\·arrc.tio1 to pensionary· beneft1.1i llu1ll 1101 be de/OJ·ed 
p ..,. r · l•P1J' of n19· 11ttJ'fa11ding Govl?'11m1e11t tl11es. 
l if a11c1w11. n1~J d11e5 rmUJiJ1 unassessell or 

/i-,. the folln11 ·ng course shnuld be adopted·-
{t) [11 re~p ct of t/1e d£1a as n1entio11eJ in sub-t:la115e 

( t .f rlnu\e (i) of thi~ \ttb-rule " 'luilnhle cai./1 
' o ·r mar l>e ra!.e11 fro1n tlte raih•'tiJ' ~er1•a11t or 

u ) \ 1ch port1.011 of the gratuii)· n'i m~r he 
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~ d r.;11/fi • r 111/{l ht, lzel I mer till the 
, 1cli11g d11 a<t u ,e,f anti odjr1stt!d. 

,~ (the 11 a~ mrntw1u~1l in sub cla11~e ., 
) if clnu .. e (i),if ti; ':;11b-r11le-

(i~ Th rf't• "~· raih• l{f' sen nn1 m~· he 
"'~ed to /"r11i5h a surelJ' or a suitable 
prrma11ent roil~•UJ sen1a111. If the r11rel)• 
(l1r11islte i l~r llim iit fDund acceptable. 
tl1e P"J ru11 II of his pe11f1on t>r gratull)• 
or ltif la~t cl1.1in1 .fr" p,~,. ere.. sho11ld 11.ot 

be tt thh l I 01 d tire ~'"elJ' "hall liiigu 11 

bo111/ uz Form;, 
{ii) If t/JP r ~ n1 '/,; ,., ilu'OJ' ser,1a111 is 111111hle 

or 11or :.t'llli11g to furnish '' rurel)1• tllm 
11ctio11 r;/tall he talie11 as speciftRd i11 

sub-claur;e (a) of sub-clause (w). 
(i.'i) Tile 11uthont} sa,1e1inning pe11sio11 i11 

eaclt case shall be competent to accept 
tile surelJ• bond irz Form 2 on bel1alf of 
the Presi1le11t. 

(c) Tn t .DPC1 of tl1e 1/uer; Of 1ne111io11ed in sub-t•lause 
(c) of< /a11.}e (i) tile qtmfoi-Goi•ernment attci 11on­
r,· 11 111 Cooperatii•e .~tx:ietil!s. co11s111ner 
{' l't Socieliel· or th~ dues pa.rable to 011 

'" '' / n111011'i org1111i;:ntin11 h.r a rc1ihriaJ' seri•o;1t 
h lttle 011 1lq1tttation "'"1J' be recol'ered from ilte 
r 'rem ent gra111i~i l• hicli hat beco1ne pl{rable to 
ti. e re1iri11g rail~Yl.J sen·n111 pf'O\ .. ided he gi•·e11 ltis 
Cl 11~e111 for 1loi11g ~·o in -.~'1"v111g 10 the 
udttui1istratio11. 

:~') In I { \e5 refe"e l to it1 sub-clauses (a) and (b) o.,f 
<.l e (.~ of this sub-rule. tlze mnoums lt'l1u'/1 the 
r i . .: raib,,'liJ· sen•1111tt are required to deposit or tho~e 
l •Iii !1 are H itl1/1ef,/ from tire graa1i.t)• pll)·able to t/1en1 
.r..l l n be disproportionate!)' llll'ge and thm ~uc/1 

>111U;, are 1101 ... ,;1J,J1e/,J ur t/11! surt:fies firr;1is/Jed are 
,u1 bo 111tl o er the u11d11(v long peri.tuli;. To achieve tlris 
tlte fui'lo*lring pri11c;p/es sllo11l1I be o/Jsen•ed bJ' all tlti! 
a ti. tiR c 111cen1e1l·-

( 1} Tilt.• eacll tll1J>n.fit tn be 1ake;1 nr rile a1nount of 
grtlt111.1J' to he uiJlrl1e[,t 5hoti/d rwt ~:reed tire 

· u te1I an101111t of the outstanding dues plus 
tn e11(t -fil•e per centum thereof 

(b, l>11es 111e11tio11et1 i11 claz1~e (i) of tlti~ s11b-r11/e 
~houl1l he assessecl and acfj11:l·ted uiLhu1 a period of 
tl mo111b~ frn1n tl1e date of retirmie11t o.,f tire 
r ·11 wa sen·11111 co11cl!1'11e1/. 

( ) .~tey v "ihn11ltl he taki!11 to ~·ee that there i 110 /of~ to 
<,11,·er1 me11t 011 a~co11111 of ne ·l~~e1u.e on the part 
(~ the .;fJi.cinl~ C.Oll erne<I h hi le u1tim11ti11g n11rl 
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p c "'ng nf a d '11 a11d The offic1n lro: co11cPT11ed 
, 111/1 be liable ro llb(ipli11an1 a cti.11r1 i11 1101 

,,, rl e rio1 rrnn1e11t dues i11 tune nud tlte ...,. 

r· 1n u.J1eilter tl1e recol'Cf')' of ilie irrecoverabk 
'' 11011 11 sf1all I e 11YJi,•ed or the recnvery n1ade 
fr(ln1 the officull~ 11el1i respon5ihle for 1wt 

~ ".<: tile Gn' er111ne t due~ in tune slto11ld he 
co11r,i1/ered on merilY. 

( d 
1 

1 s >< n a" procei::di11gr nf the 11atl1re ref erred rn 
111 J?ule 8 are iii tittlle1I. tlte 01Ltl1oritJ• u·ltic/1 

• 

t ted the pror etlingf 11/ioultl •iil/1out 1Jelf'I)' 
i11timote thefllcl of the 4ccount-.. Offu.:er''. 

10. The Born ay Hg Court has said, Rule 15 permits recovery of 

Go t dues \ h ch a d "as,..ertalned" and "assessed" and which 

rem n outst- din_ t I he ate of retirement or death of a Railv'lay 

er a t. It ·nt c n to cav that the words ''ascertained" and 
• 

'asc c; Pd" re-s r>. C"S s rrystall'zatlon of the dues after 

adJ and h an adjudication should be prior to the 

rec et"\! and t~ ere con not be ad1udlcation without involvement of . ... 

the m. 'O}E concer d. Thi~ decision of Bombay High Court Is the 

bin r g pr~c dent nd t hac; been rendered after considering the 

supreme Court1s case c;o cited by Shri Anll Kumar. 

11. So I come to the cone uslon that damaae rent could not have -
eEn ecovered from the gratuity payable to the applicant on his 

retl .. ement. 

12 - he ne1£t point for consideration is as to whether the appl ·cant 

is e t tlPd to any interest on delayed payment of leave encashment . 

Le e enc'-'r.>hment amount was paid to the applicant on 

18 10.2003, after more than a year of the retirement. Applicant is 

cla n ng the '-ompo nd interest at the rate of 12°/o per annum. 

Re ying on 0 P. Gupta Ve,. Union of India and Ors. 1987 SCC (L&S) 

pa_ e 400. Sm . R.:1dhika Devi VS. Union of India and ors . 2002, 

All a ad C1 f1I Journal and Subhash Kumar Vs. Chief Oevelooment 
• 

r 20C2. A la ha had Civil Journal page 715, Sh rt S. Ram has 

ub tted that app cant le; entitled to Interest on th is delayed 
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t of a e enca~hm-=nt. Shri Anti Kumar has tried to say that 

a pl ca not entitled to any Interest, as amount was withheld 

n rd Ith R J es I am of the view, the applicant is entitled 

to c; n. le nterest t the rate of 12°/o p~r annum, for delayed 

. ay nt of lea e e cashment amount from 1.11.2002 to 

17.10 2003. 

13 So t O.A is disposed of and impugnPd orders dated 

27 .2 2004, 3 11.6 2004 and recovery sheet dated 7 .6 .2005 to the 

ext nt the s me pr ·de for recovery of damage rent for overstay 

in t e Railway Quarter from D.C.R.G., are hereby quashed and 

rest ondents are d·rected to refund the amount, which they have 

deducted as damage/penal rent from D.C.R.G/ within a period of 

two months from the date, a certified copy of this order is produced 

bef re the respondent r~0.2. They are not required to re-fund t~e 

am unt, which they have iecovered as normal rent or double rent 

or as el~ctricity chargEs or as water charges. The respondents are 

aiso d·r~ct~d to pay interest 19) 12°/o per annum from 1.11.2002 to 

17 .10.2no~ on detay?d payment of leav2 encashment amount of 

Rs.89908/- within the period mentioned above. 

No order as to cost-;:. 

Vice-Chairman 
lanlsh/-


