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Originzal Application No. 544 of 1992 (L}
Girdhar Gopal ceranns Applicant
Varsus
Union of India & offTr5  eecsos Respondent

Hon'bl:z Mr, S.¥e. ‘Prasad, J.Me
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le - The applicant has approached this Tribunal for dire-
cting to the raspondents to pay to him a sum of Bse 200/-
{cost of room hc ter) uog@”ker with penal interast upto the

date of paymaent to the apolicant.
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>fly stated the facts of thls case, interalia
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arz that the applicant had been . sorking as Asstt. Audit
Officer, Northern Railway, Lucknow & ratired from service on

31.1.1990.  As the Govt. accommodation was vacated by the
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appiicaht on 10.8,§OF ﬁgé anplicant requestad ths resynondent
to maks rTayment of Gratuity after deducting rant from 1.2.90

to 9@?;90 and electric consumptlon chargzs, Thﬁkr~ spondents
while issuing instruetions to T.A. & C.A.0. e Rly., Raroda
Hecuse, Wew Delhi (vide letter datad 25,10.%0, Annexura-II)
uirecﬁed'to make payment of ¢ratuity after rzcovering the

arount of 1, 3000/~ as detailed in the application including

tha cost of room hzatzr amounto%;‘?ﬁ?QOO/-

3. The main gr isvance of the appll“J nt appears to ba
that a sum of ®se 209/~ was deducted from his gratuity allegs

edly on account of nonsrzturn of room hcater to the responden.
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tw while assde th2 accommodation which was in poszession

~

of the apnlicant.:

4. It has further been statad that after rajsction of hi:
~reprzsentation, the applicant has filad this awmllcation,




~

and have also heard the learned counsel for the respondents.

6a In the short countsr reply it has been contonded that
a raco&ery of " 200/= from the appliéant‘s Death -cum-
Retirement Gratuity was made on 14,11.,90 which is eguivalsnt
to tﬁe cost of room heater issued;to the applicant for office
usa. Howaver, tha metter was reconsidered by the respondant | ;
and a sanction for refund of Tse 200/= to the applicant has
been made which was recovered from the applicaﬁt?s Deathw
cum~22tiremant gratuity (vide Annexure Nof C=1) and a‘éheque
No. E~095447 dated 535.93 fOr Rse 200/~ has baen igssued iﬁ

the name of the applicant and as such the application of £he 5
appiicant ié liable to bz dismissed. ‘

7. The applicant has raceived the aforesaid chegue No.
E~095447 in court room. Though, the main relief sought for
by, the applicant for refund of the said amount of R, 200/=

has been redressed on the reczipt o the said cheque by hi~

for sum of Rse 200/~: the applicant has urged that cost bs

awarded to him in this case, as he was compelled to file
this application, though the matter would have been resolwved

and the applicant should have been paid the amount earlier,.
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8o The learned counsel for the respondent whilé draw-
ing my attention to the contents of the application and to

the papers armaxed thereto has argued that Annexure-5 (which
is copy of the letter dated 15.1,1991 from Frincipal Directg
Audit Examination, Parcda House, New Delhii shows that as

per investigation made by Principal Director,-Audit‘Exam;naf
ion, N. Rly. Parcda House, New Delhi ﬁhevsum of %5, 200/~ wasg
to be recovered from the applicant. But, later on with a vie
to tide over all the eventualities a liberal attitude was

adopted and matter was reconsidered and a sanction for refur

of s 200/~ to the applicant has been made and as such the

applicant is not entitled for any Coste
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O Having considered all the facts and circumstances

of the case and all aspects of the matter, I find it expediz=nt
that keeping in view the circumstancas of thz case, the

s ) . . ;
parties izé.dlrected to bear their own costse

10, ~-The application of the applicant is disposad of

as above and the parties are directed to bear their own costse

Membar (J)
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Lucknowe

Dated 25,5.93

(g.s.)



