
 

L IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH 

AT HYDERABAD 

O.A. 1241/93. 	 Ut. of Decision 	9.11.94. 

R. K. Pradhan 	 .# Applicant. 

Vs 

Union of India rep, by 
General Manager, SE Rly, 
11, Garden Reach, Calcutta-43. 

Sr. Divl. Accounts Officer, 
S.E.Rly, Waltair, 
Visakhapatnam-4. 

0. Sr. Personnei Orficer(constn.) 
S.E.Rly, Visakhapatnam-4. 

4. Chief Project Manager, 
S.E.Rly, Visakhapatnam-4. 

S. Asst. Operations Manager(Constn.) 
S.E.Rly, Visakhapatnam-4. 	 .. Respondents. 

Counl for the Applicant 	: Mr. C. Ramachandra Rao 

Counsel. for the Respondents : Mr. C.V. Maiia  Reddy,SC for Rlys. 

C OR AM 

THE HON'.BLE SHRI A.B. CORTHI : MEMBER (ADMN.) 

. .2 



O.A. 1241L93. 	 Dt. of Decision 	.11.94. 

ORDER 

As per Hon'ble Shri A.B. Gorthi, Member (Actmn.) 

The grievance of the applicant is on account of 

the respondantactian in deducting a sum of Rs.11 9 797/—

from the .:àMount of O.C.R.G. due to him on his retirement 

on 31.3.1992. 

2. 	The circumstances under which such deductiona/Jere 

made from the O.C.R.G. of the applicant were duly explained 

by the respondents in their reply affidavit. Abtording to 

respondentë' an amount of As. 2,256/— was inadvertently 

amalgamated with the opening balance of the Provident Fund 

account of, 1971-72. This error in accounting was detacted 

by the respondents only at the time of retirement of the 

applicant. 	It is further stated that the excess amount 

of Rs. 2,256/— together with compound interest calculated 

from 1971 to 1992 utth total5upto As. 11,124/—; Rs.89 868/—

being the amount of interest. Further a sum of Rs.,673/—

was also erroneously credited to the account  of the 

applicant. Hence the recovery of a sum of As, 11,797/—

was necessitated. 

3,. 	Heard learned counsel for both the parties. 

Shri C. Ramachandra Aao urged that the applicanthas in no 

contributed .a to the confusion in the accounting 

of p.citnitiunj Provident Fund. The respondents, even 

if theyomrnitted the arroramalgamating a sum of Rs.2,256/—

in opening balance of the year 1971-72, thw could at the 
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most recover the exes  amount so credited but had no 

jUstification : whatsoever in levying compound interest 

there on. There is considerable force in the contention 

raised by the applicants counsel. The applicant could 

of the respondents, that too, committed 20 years 

to the date of retirement of the applicant. In the said 

circumstances levying compound interest for a period of 
is 

20 yearscertainly unreasonable and is unwarranted. 

Accordingly the respondents are hereby directed to refund 

the compound interest of Rs. 8,868/- to the applicant 

at the earliest. 

Nr. G. Ramachandra Rao,:leerned counsel for 

the applicant pressed his claim for interest on the amount 

which was improperly with-held by the respondents. There 

is no doubt that the amount of Rs. 8,068/- 	ought to 

have been paid to the applicant on the date of his retirement, 

together with all other retiral benefits. Accordingly 

there is justification in the claim of the applicant for 

interest on the said amount. 

flr.C.V.Malia Reddy, learned standing counsel 

for the respondents agitated that the applicant having 

improperly received Rs. 2,256/- as early as in 1971-72, 

he coild not be alloied now to claim interest on the amount 

of Rs. 3,868/- with-held by the respondents. 

The contention raised by the respondents cannot 

be accepted for the reason that on;iit is held that with-holding 

of the sum of Rs.  3,858/- by the respondents is improper and 
to 

without authority, the repaymsit.of the sameLthe  applicant 
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must be- made together with interest sth an appropriate 

rate. Accordingly the respondents are directed to pay the 

amount of Rs. 6,868/— to the applicant with interest at the 

rate of 12% per annum from the date of retirement of the 

applicant to the date of payment of the amount. 

7. 	 The OR is ordered accordingly, no order as 

to costs. 	 - 

J(A~.M G HI) 
IIEMBER(AD N.,) 

Dated : The 9th November 1394. 
Dictated in Open Court. 

Deputy Rogistrar(Juj •) 

Copy to:- 

Gebera]. flanager, S.E.Railway, Union of India, 11 9 Garden Reach, Calcutta_43 

Sr. Divisional Accounts Orficer, S.E.Railuay, Waltair, 
\lisakhapatnam...4. 

Sr.Personnei Df1'icer(constn), S.E.Railuay, Ui3akhapatnam_.4. 

Chief Project Manager, S.E.Railuay, 'Jisakhapatnam4. 
As 	Operations Manager( Constn.), 5.E.Ran 
nam-4. 	 uay, \Iisakhapat- 

One copy to Sri. G.Ramachandra Ran, advocate, CAT, Hyd. 

One copy to Sri. C.V.Malla Reddy, 50 for Railways, CAT, Hyd. 

6. One copy to Library, CAT, Hyd, 
9. One spare copy. 	 - 
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