0.A. No. 304/91 Dt. of Decision

IN THE CENTRAL ADMTNIGTRATIVE TRITINAL YYDWRAB™D| BEM

AT HYDERAP2D

3.2,1993
o .
_V,Vikenanda L Petitioner
_Mr,K.Sudhakar Reddy _mﬁ__m_“m_;advpcate for
) - the petitioner

(5)

" Versus

Pay & Accounts Officer, Min, of Water Resources,

New Delhi and another, _ _ Resvondent.
Mr M,V Eamana Advocate for
S the Respondent
(s)!
CORAM
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THE HON'BLE MR. T,CHANDRASEKHAKA REDDY,MEMBER (JUDL,)

- THE HON'BLE MR.

1.

Whether Reporters. of local papers may

 be aliowed to see the judgement?

ns

To be referred to the Reporters or not?

" Whether their Lordships wish to see

the fair copy of the Judgement?

Whether it needs to be circulsted tc
other’ Benches of the Tribunal?

Remarks of Vice-Chairman on Columns.-
1,2,4 (to be submitted to Hon'ble
Vice~Chairman where he isg not on the
Bench )
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTHATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

0.A.No, 304/91 Date of Order: 3.2,1993

BETWEEN 3

' V.,Vivekananda .. #pplicant.
AND

1, Pay and &ccounts Officer,
Minsitry of HWater Lesources,
E.Block, Shastri Bhavan,
New Delhi,

2. Pay and accounts Officer,
Central Water Commission,
7th Floor, Sewa Bhavan,
K.K.,Puram, New Delhi, .. Respondents,

Counsel for the Applicant .. Mr,K.,Sudhakarkeddy
Counsel for the kespondents

es Mr N,V.Kamanz

COKAM 3

HON'BLE SHKRI T,CHANDRASEKHAKRA REDDY, MEMBER (JUDL, )




on filed undef'Section 19 of the

mhis is an applicati |
respondents to pay

18 Act to direct the
nterE$t and CGEIS amount

Administrative Tribuna
e amount Rs, 27,219/~ with i

GPR bhalanc .
+ and interest on DCRG amou

Rs, 3, 964/- with interes

and pass such other order or orders as may deem fit and

proper in the circumstances of the case.

2. Counter is filed by the respondents opposing this

" 0.A. and reply is also filed by the applicant to the counter

of the respondents.

3. Poday we have heard Mr. K.Sudhakar Reddy, Advocate f

jeswara Rao for Mr,.N.V.Ramana,
I

the applicant and Mr.V.Ra

Standing Counsel for the respondents.

4, TPe applicant is retired Assistént Directer in
office of the respondents. The applicad£ retired on 31.7.8
We argzgatisfied about the cléim, thé aﬁplicant had made

for payment of interest on CGEIS amount, and interest §n

BCRG%mount, as the CGEIS amount of §.3,964/- on which the
applicant ha8 claimed interest and élso L.C.R.G, had been
already paid tc the applicant. Henée we reject the claim

of the applicant for payment of interest on CGEIS amount

also interest on DCRG amount,

5. When the application was #aken up for hearing
Mr.#.Sudhaqu Reddy, Advocate for ﬁhe.applicant submitte
that he is entitled to the G,P.F. claim for a sum of Rs.1
only as per the statment made in ﬁhe balancesheet of the

respondents in the year 12989,

6 . ! ‘ .

In view of the contentions raised on behalf of
applicant that the GPF amount had been wrongly withhel?
by the respondents and in view of the stand taken by ;

respondents that there were missing debits of ks, 10r
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year 1967 and 1969 had been recovered long back by the
respondents, We have already held that the withdrawal of

Rs, 1608/~ in the month of March 1973 is not true, due to the
absence of the debit entry in the G.P.F. ledger as already
indicated. But the fact that certain deductions were made by
the respondents for the withdrawals the applicant had made
from his G,P.F. amount in the years 1967 énd‘1969 from the
salary of the applicant is not in doubt, Mr,V.Rajeswara Rao
for Mr,N.,V.Ramana, Standing Counsel for the‘r95pondents
produced a letter dated 18.1.1993 wkitten by the Audit Officer
to the Peay and Accounts Officer, Central Water Conmission,

New Delhi, For the sake of convenience the entife letter

is extracted as under :i=

"Please refer to your D,O.letter No,WR/PAO/
CWC/Admn~-I/Vivekanand/PF/2005 dated 12,1,93
regarding fumishing of original applications
of Shri V.Vivekanand for drawal of Temporary
Advance/withdrawals of #s,1000/- in 11/67,
Rs,1368/- in 11/69 amd 8s,1608/= in 3/73 paid in
4/73 shown as missing in ledger Card No,IPP-882
to be submitted to the C.A,T, Hyderabad in case
No,0.A8.304/91 filed by the subscriber,

The photocopies of the Ledger records
bearing No, IPP-\iM,882 for the yeays 1967-68,
1969~70, 1972-73, 1973-74 and 1974-~75 are
enclosed to enable you to produce the same before
the Tribunal, The sanction letters No, in
respect of missing Debits of #&s,1000/- and
Rs. 1368/~ stand noted on the ledgers for the
year 1967-68 and 1969-7C respectively. &S
-regard the missing Debit for the month of
3/73 paid in 4/73 the same has been shown &S
missing on the basis of recovery at the rate
of Bs.67/- P.M, started from the month 5/73,
The sanction No./voucher dt, may please be
obtained from the concerned D.D.O."

-~

So, from the said letter it is quite evident that certain
recoveries had been made for the githdrawals the applicant

had made from his G.P.F. amount, So, the said recoveries
should na£urally be for the withdrawals the applicant had made
in the years 1967 and 1969, Hence any recovéry that had been
effected towards withdrawals of the G,P.F. amount by the
applicant had got to be adjusted only for the withdrawals of
the years 1967 and 1969, So, the respondents age liable to
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pay the palance of the G.P.F. amount to the aﬁplicant after
adjusting the recoveries that are already rale towards the
withdrawals of the years 1967 and 1969, The responcents are
also px liable to pay interest at 9% per annum.froﬁ%he date
the G.,P.F. became due till the date of actual payment, O.h,
is allowed accordingly as indicated above. The respondents
shall implement this order within three months from the

date of the communication of the same,

The parties shall bear their own costs in the

circumstances of thés case,

\ “—']" . C kﬁ_ﬂ@nu Q‘Ll."k-—-—-—d,—ﬂ.
_ (T, CHANDKASEKHARA KEDDY )
Member (Judl, ) [

Dated s 3rd Fébrﬁary, 1993

-

(Dictated in Open Court}
Deputy Regist J)

To
1, The Pay and Accounts Officer, Ministr ‘
y of Water Resow c
sd  E.Block, Shastri Bhavan, New Delhi., oo

2. The Pay and Accounts Officer,
Central Water Commission, 7th Floor,
Sewa Bhavan, R,K,Furam, New Delhi.

3. One copy to Mr,.K,Sudhakar Reddy, Advocate, CAT.Hyd.,

4. One copy to Mr.N.v.Ramana, Addl,CGSC,CAT.Hyd,
5. One spare copy.
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