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ALLAHABAJ~

Allahabad this the 20nc1 day of Februarj: 19970

M.K. Goel, S/o Late Shri R~G. Agarwal, Rio 44, Officers
Colony, U.P. Avas Evam Vikas parishad, Behind 3urdev Palace,
Lakhanpur, Kanpur.

o • 0 Appli cant.

CiA Sri Sanjay Kumar

Versus

1. Union of India, thro~gh General Manager, Northern
Railway, Baroda House, New-Delhi.

20 Di'.i si ona I Railway 1~J\anager, NOrthern Railway,
Allahabad ..

• 0 0 Resp onde nt s •

c/t: Sri Ao V0 Sri vastava 0

ORO E ~

Hon'ble Mr. So Dayal, Member-~

This is an application under section 19 of the

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985.

2. The applicant seeks following reliefs in this

~pplication:-

i. A dir.ction to the respondents to pay the petitioner
his Qratuity, Provident Fund, Pension and other
retirel benefits.
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ii. a direction to the resporx:lents to pay interest
@ 18%per annumwith effect from 06.12.76.

iii. to award the cost of the peti ti on.

3. Arguements of sri S. Kumar learned counsel for the

appli cant and Sri A.V. Srivastava learned counsel for the

respondents were heard.

4. Learned counsel for the applicant submitted that

all oth! r matters have been resolved and new controversy is

limited to l-oeking ul' the PrO\iiEieAtruFKJ .meam of as. 5945/-
~~ \~ ~('~ v¥r f~<.-~~- .(:.~--->lA..C~~Jr c") ~.) $;<\45 I ,-.

..m non pqlpent of interest thereon~ Learned counsel for the

applicant menti ons that the amount of Rs. 5589/- has been paid

to the applicant some-times in 1994. This amount of Rs. 5589/-

pertains to the year 1973(01.12.1973). He claims that the

interest 0':18% per annumshould be paid on t his amount to the
.-f.>-r

applicant because there is no explanation .~ delay of 20 Years
rl

in payment of this amount to the applican" 4100 the applicant ~
~~ ~~
A subjected to inordinate delay tgf harrasment in getting thi s

"amount.

5. Learned counsel for the respordents contested the

claim of the applic.ilt on the groun:l that the applicant had

taken retirement in 1982 4100, therefore, he should claim

interest only upto 1982 and secondly that the applicant is

claiming this amount belatedly J interest over the entire

peri od of 20 years is not 4idmissable.

6, It is admitted by both parties that this amount

of Is. 5589/- paid to the appli cant was of Provident Fund ard

that it remained with the Railway Authorities till 1994 when

it was paid to the applicant. This amount should have earned
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the S41me'.r41te of interest 41S.dmissible in case of Provident
iv•.h.,'fe~

Fund of other Railw.y Employees and it would be in the •.r••.. of

justice that the Rtlilw.y Author1t~es~41re a sked to c.lcul.te
• ~4~'o!.';'s;

r.te of interest as .dmiss.ble in case of their Provideat
~~~~ ~

fund from time to time for the period from 1974 to 1994. The
A '1 ;.,,j-i"V"Q..&+ a- ~, 5"~~1~ )'D"I •.• i"r'~

respondents tire directed to make c.lcul.ti onAwithin three
I

months from thedilte of receipt of .pplic.tion from the
f ~-.,...;'-( tu t. e-: e{

41pplic.nt~ giving specific d.t~for which the interest has to
,

ca Lcul st.ed,

7. There Sh4111be no order 415to costs.

Ipcl


