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0.4,674/32

Shri U.5.S5hah,

C-19/604,

Vasant Viher,

2nd Pokharan Road,

Thane - 400 6ClL. .. HBpplicant

VR SUS

1. The Director General
of ¥Works,
Central Public Works
Dept.,
Nirman Bhavan,
New Delhi - 110 Ol1l.

2. The Chief Engineer,
Western Zone CPWD
l4th Floor, C.G.0,
Anneke,

101, M, K. Road,
Bombay - 400 020,

3. The Executive Engineer(HQ)
$.E.B.C.CL.III CPud
Central Govt.Quarter's
Ghatkopar,
Bombay - 400 086. .+ Respondents

Coram: Hon'ble Shri ,Y,Priolkar,
Member (A )
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1. MrJV.G,Pashte
Advocate for the
Applicant.

2, Mre,V.S,Masurksr
Counsel for the
Hespondents.

CRAL JUDGMENT : ' Date: 15-2-1993
(Per /,Y.Priolkar, Member(A){ .

. The applicant, & Superintendénting
Engineeriin G P.W.Dv was transferred to Pelhi
from Bombay in May,1988 but he continued to
retain the Govt, flat alloted to him in Bombay.

b oot
He was transferred to Bombay in March,1989 and
applied for regularisation of the allotment
of the flat in Bombay for which aneviction

notice had also been served on him. The grievance

of the applicant in this case is that an amount
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of %.54,000/- was wrongly withheld from his
DCRG on his retirement on superannuation on
30=6=1990. The prayer of the applicant in
this case is for a direction to the respon-
dents to pay interest to the applicant on
his retirement dues as the same were finally
released after a long delay instead of

immediately after retirement.

2. According to the respondents
the withholding of DCRG of the applicant
was with the intention of safeguarding the

interest of government as certain dues,

Hi2 amount of which had not been quantified,

were recoverable on the date of retirement

of the applicant. This dues included the
damage rent to be recovered from the applicant
for unauthorised occupation of the quarter
till it was regularised by the competent
authority, certain Income Tax dues for the
previous yedr as pointed out by the audit

and also the house.rent allowance for the
period from 20-3-89 to 30-6-90 for his stay
back at Bombay till his retirement and also
for the period from 9=1-89 %o 19-3-89 for his

stay at Delhi which were inadmissible but

" drawn by the applicant upto 30-5-90.

3. Eventually all {these dues
amountedﬁhot more than B.18,000/-. Instructions
of Govt.*of India provided that for possible
dues such as recovery of rent on account of

occupation of govermment quarters a maximum

amount of &%.1,000/~ can be withheld from the
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DCRG of the gbvernment servant. It ggﬁhot,
therefore, permissible fpr the respondents

to whthhold the enti£2f§E0unt of the applicant
for possible dues of hardl? Bs.18,000/- .

In my view the applicant is therefore entitled
to payment of interest for the excess amount

which has been unrecsonably withheld by the

respondents.,

4, The applicstion is therefore
.finally disposed of with a.direction te the
respondents that the applicant shall be paid
interest @ 7% p.a. for the delay upto one
year starting with the period of three months
after the date of retirement and subsequently
@ 10% p.a. for delay beyond one year on the
balance amount of Rs.34,000/- which was

ynnecessarily withheld by the respondents.

5. No order as to costs.
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